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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. This office action is in response to applicant's communication filed December 12, 
2006 in response to PTO office action mailed August 10, 2006. The applicant's remarks 
and amendments to claims were considered with the results that follow. 

2. In response to the last office action, claims 1 , 3-5, 7,9,11,13-17 and 1 9 have 
been amended. Claim 12 has been canceled. No new claims have been added. As a 
result, claims 1, 3-5, 7-9, 11 and 13-19 remain pending in this application. 

3. The objections and rejection of claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph 
has been withdrawn in response to applicant's remarks and amendments filed on 
December 12, 2006. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed December 12, 2006 with respect to claims 1 and 1 1 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

5. Applicant argues that Singh does not teach degrading the received item upon 
predetermined condition concerning the received item and/or the mobile device 
becoming satisfied. Examiner is not persuaded. Examiner is entitled to give claims their 
broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the supporting disclosure. In re Morris, 127 
F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997). See also In re Zletz, 
893 F.2d 319, 321-22, 13 USPQ2d 1320, 1322 (Fed. Cir. 1989) "During patent 
examination the pending claims must be interpreted as broadly as their terms 
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reasonably allow.... The reason is simply that during patent prosecution when claims 
can be amended, ambiguities should be recognized, scope and breadth of language 
explored, and clarification imposed.... An essential purpose of patent examination is to 
fashion claims that are precise, clear, correct, and unambiguous. Only in this way can 
uncertainties of claim scope be removed, as much as possible, during the administrative 
process." Limitations appearing in the specification but not recited in the claim should 
not be read into claims, claims must be interpreted "in view of specification" without 
importing limitations from the specification into the claims unnecessarily). In re Prater, 
415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 541, 550-551 (CCPA 1969). In this case Singh 
teaches a cache is partition into two portions and one portion stores uncompressed data 
and the other portion stores compressed data (Singh, col. 3, lines 4-8). Thus, initially 
when data is loaded it is stored in uncompressed portion in uncompressed form. The 
concept of least recently used (LRU) is well known in the art, i.e. when there is not 
enough space to store incoming data, the previously received data (item) from the 
cache is evicted to make a room for newly received data, the selection of evicting 
previously received data is done based on when the previously received item becomes 
LRU in the cache (the item becoming LRU is interpreted is the predetermined condition 
concerning the (previously) received item). Thus, Singh teaches "the predetermined 
condition concerning the item" limitation. Applicant further argues that Singh teaches 
compressing data in every time the data item is added to L3. The examiner is not 
persuaded. It is well known to the person having ordinary skill in the art that the cache 
line is evicted (compressed, in case of Singh), when there is not enough space to put 



Application/Control Number: 10/635,870 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2188 

the new data (not every time as applicant argues) and previously stored data item, 
which became LRU is selected for eviction (for compression, in case of Singh), so Singh 
teaches the limitation, the data item received is initially stored in un-graded form in L3 
partition (the cache is portioned into two regions, as explained above) and then when 
new data item is received and if there is not enough space to stored newly received 
item in the L3, the previously saved data item, which became LRU (predetermined 
condition concerning the item ) is selected for compression and stored in L4 partition (L4 
is also a part of single cache). Applicant further argues that Singh dose not teach 
condition of mobile device becoming satisfied. Examiner is not persuaded. As explained 
above, the broadest reasonable interpretation of claim language "a predetermined 
condition concerning the item and/or the mobile device becoming satisfied" does not 
require the later condition to be true. 

6. Thus, the rejections of claims are maintained and reiterated below for applicant's 
convenience (the claims are amended to overcome rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph, and thus the scope of the claims remains same as previous office 
action). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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8. Claims 1 , 4-5, 8,11, 14-1 5 and 1 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mathews et al. (US 2003/0060973 A1) (or Hakala et al. (US 
6,452,544 B1)) and further in view of Singh et al. (US 6,324,621 B2). 

As per claim 1, Mathews (or Hakala) teaches a method of managing a cache of a 
mobile device carried by a user, the cache being used for storing items associated with 
the locations in real-world space being visited by the user (see Mathews, par. [0003] 
and [0015], or Hakala, abstract, fig.2, item 260); 

(a) receiving an item at the mobile device and initially storing it in an un-degraded 
form (Mathews, par. [0044} or Hakala, col. 10, line 24, Mathews and Hakala does not 
teach degrading the cached item inherently teaches initially storing item in an un- 
degraded form); 

Mathews and Hakala fails to teach degrading the item stored in cache. Singh 
teaches cache system (fig. i, item 12) with un-degraded and degraded form (col. 3, 
lines 6-8) and he further teaches upon a predetermined condition degrading the item 
and storing item in cache (Singh teaches LRU and compression weighted replacement, 
where victim cache line from uncompressed partition is compressed and stored in 
compressed partition, col. 3, lines 39-50, col. 4, lines 20-25, Singh further teaches 
storing prefetched data in uncompressed form (col. 6, lines 60-63), the previously stored 
item becoming LRU is interpreted as predetermined condition concerning the item). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to utilize compression and decompression of cache lines as taught by 
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Singh in the system of Mathews (Hakala) in order to improve cache's size and 
performance of the system (see Singh, col. 2, lines 17-19). 

As per claim 4, Singh teaches replacing (compressing) a victim cache lines using 
least recently use (LRU) method (col. 3, lines 42-43, col. 4, lines 20-23). The LRU 
algorithm tracks the items in the cache and removes (compress as per Singh) the item 
from cache if the item is not accessed since some time, which inherently teaches 
degrading item based on time elapsed. 

As per claim 5, Singh teaches compressing victim cache line as explained with 
respect claims 1 and 4 above. The victim cache line is compressed to accommodate a 
new line fetched from secondary storage, which inherently teaches that there is no 
space left in the cache and requires data compression. 

As per claim 8, Singh teaches cache directory, which keeps track of compressed 
and uncompressed data and further teaches changing status of the block from 
uncompressed to compressed form (col. 3, lines 30-39, lines 54-58). Keeping track of 
status (compressed or uncompressed) of the block inherently teaches a flag (or marker) 
associated with the cache line. 

Claims 11, 14-15 and 18 are also rejected under same rationales as applied to 
claims 1 , 4-5 and 8 above. As Mathews teaches means for storing items associated 
with real world items and receiving means for receiving an item at the mobile device 
(par. [0017], [0035]). 
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9. Claims 3 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mathews et al. (US 2003/0060973 A1) (or Hakala et al. (US 6,452,544 B1)) and Singh 
etal. (US 6,324,621 B2). 

As per claims 3 and 13, Halaka (Mathews) and Singh teach limitations of claims 
1 and 1 1 above, but fail to teach degrading the item based on probability usage of item 
with respect to user's progress around the space. Halaka teaches caching items based 
on user's progress, current location and predicted path (col. 10, lines 24-44). The 
predictive caching as taught by Halaka inherently means that the data cached ahead of 
time before user's need has high probability of being accessed within near future. Also 
as admitted by applicant, caches are of finite size and during the progress of user in 
physical space there will be a time when cache will be full and require evicting some 
data from cache to make a space for new incoming data, so it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to degrade the data 
from cache (as taught by Singh in the system of Halaka with respect to claim 1 above) 
with the least usage probability (LRU) of the item as user progress through the physical 
space of Halaka to make a space for new incoming predictive data. 

10. Claims 7 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mathews et al. (US 2003/0060973 A1) (or Hakala et al. (US 6,452,544 B1)) and Singh 
et al. (US 6,324,621 B2) as applied to claim 1,11 above and further in view of Chen 
(US 2003/0115042). 
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As per claims 7 and 17, the combination of Mathews (Halaka) and Singh fails to 
teach limitation set forth in claims 7 and 17. Chen teaches a method effecting the 
degradation of the item comprising a sampled media stream by reducing sample rate 
(Chen par. [0010], teaches compression reducing the bit-rate). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Chen with Mathews (Halaka) and Singh, since this feature of 
Chen allows for cheaper bit storage and when combined reduces the overall cost of the 
methods and apparatus of Mathews and Singh (Chen par. 10, lines 1-4). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

11. Claims 9, 16 and 19 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 



than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kaushikkumar Patel whose telephone number is 571- 
272-5536. The examiner can normally be reached on 8.00 am - 4.30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hyung Sough can be reached on 571-272-6799. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 




Kaushikkumar Patel 

Examiner 
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